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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
2/9/2006 has been entered. 

DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 8, 16, and 24 are canceled. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claims 1-7, 9-15, and 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first 
paragraph. 

Claims 1, 9, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to 
which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
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invention. The specification clearly does not disclose what is the scope of a best 
preference policy and similarly predicating. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

2. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because: The claimed invention lacks 
patentable utility. The claim stops at generating scores, how it is utilized in missing. 

Claim 1 has no tangible result, the claim stops at outputting a policy. None of 
preference policy has been applied to produce useful result. Claim 1 lacks a concrete 
result, because preference by one person (organization) may not be preferred by the 
second person, therefore it s not repeatable. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7, 9-15, 17-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Ausubel (US 6,021,398) in view of Rackson et al (hereinafter Rackson - US 6,415,270), 

Luke et al (hereinafter Luke - US 6,1 31 ,087) and Admitted Disclosed Prior Art (ADPA). 
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Re. Claims 1, 9 and 17, Ausubel discloses computer implemented system and method, 
selecting characteristics of said market [Ausubel see entire document particularly, 
Abstract; Figures 1-5; C1L15-L36; C1 L60 to C2 L31], estimating a structure of said 
market and predicting a first outcome of said market [C4 L3 to C5 L2; C7 L12-L18; C7 
L37-L50], and evaluating said first outcome of said market [C2 L10-L17, C2 L56-L61]; 
and a bus, a memory interconnected with said Bus, and a processor interconnected 
with said bus [C6 L15-L30 - auctioneer's computers systems includes bus] and 
readable medium [C6 L15-L30 - auctioneer's computers systems includes hard drive to 
store operating system, executables, database engine and data]. 

Ausubel does not explicitly disclose selecting a relevant bidding model and 
predicting a bidding behavior, and Selecting a best preference policy from a plurality of 
candidate preference polices for treating different groups of bidders differently, wherein 
said best preference policy comprises the candidate preference policy within a plurality 
having the highest ranking, and outputting said best preference policy. 

However, Luke discloses Selecting a best preference policy (perfect match 
bargaining) from a plurality (list) of candidate preference polices, wherein said best 
preference policy comprises the candidate preference policy within a plurality having the 
highest ranking, and outputting said best preference policy (display in the preferred 
fashion) [Figures 1a, 2, 2C-2D; C3 L40-42; C4 L1-I3, L29-33; C6 L65 to C7 L45; C9 L1- 
L8, L18, L39-L48] to facilitate transaction between participants based on multiple 
dimension and preferred point. 
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ADPA discloses treating different groups of bidders differently (see specification, 
Related Art page 1-2 specifically see page 1 "the United State government offers a 6% 
price preference for domestically known a "Buy American" ...nearly half the sale price." 
and page 2 line 13 "Similarly, in many business-to-consumer situation, a seller may 
wish to treat some segment of customers ... differently from others") to treated some 
customer preferentially than others for repeated business. It would be obvious to 
combine disclosures of Ausubel, Luke and ADPA to provide transaction based on 
multiple dimension, preferential treatment and preferred point (best preference policy). 

Ausubel and Luke failed to teach discloses selecting a relevant bidding model 
and predicting a bidding behavior. However, Rackson discloses selecting a relevant 
bidding model and predicting a bidding behavior [see entire document particularly, 
Abstract; Figures 12-14; C2 L45 to C3 L32; C24 L5-L55] to select optimal bid to expect 
bidding range and determine adjusted bid. It would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosure 
of Ausubel, Luke and ADPA and include selecting a relevant bidding model and 
predicting a bidding behavior, as disclosed by Rackson, and select a best preference 
policy (perfect match bargaining) to optimize the bidding process, as disclosed by Luke, 
to facilitate a multiple dimension and preferred transaction between participants based 
predictable bidding behavior. 

Re. Claim 2, Ausubel discloses receiving a first user input, wherein said first user input 
comprises information identifying an item to be auctioned [C6 L50-L63; C36 L10-L13], 
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accessing a database [C2 L53-L55; C6 L30-L37], retrieving from said database 
historical bids data [C3 L25-L32; C6 L38-L48], retrieving from said database auction 
characteristics data, wherein said auction characteristics comprise information relating 
to historical auctions of similar items [C4 L3-L10; C7 L37-L50], outputting said bids data 
[C35 L55-L67; C37 L40 to C40 L60], and outputting said auction characteristics data 
[C35 L55-L67]. 

Re. Claim 3, Ausubel discloses receiving said auction characteristics data [C1 L61 to 
C2 L4; C2 L39-L52; C6 L50-L63; C36 L10-L13], and accessing a database [C2 L53- 
L55; C6 L30-L37]. Neither Ausubel nor Luke explicitly discloses retrieving from said 
database a relevant bidding model, wherein said bidding model is selected based on a 
corresponding relevance of said auction characteristics data and outputting said 
relevant bidding model. However, Rackson discloses these steps [Figures 12-14; C2 
L45 to C3 L32; C24 L5-L55] to select optimal bid to expect bidding range and determine 
adjusted bid. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosure of Ausubel, Luke and 
ADPA and include retrieving from said database a relevant bidding model, wherein said 
bidding model is selected based on a corresponding relevance of said auction 
characteristics data and outputting said relevant bidding model, as disclosed by 
Rackson, to optimize the bidding process. 
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Re. Claim 4, Ausubel discloses receiving said bids data [C1 L61 to C2 L4; C2 L39-L52; 
C6 L50-L63; C36 L10-L13], expressing unobservable variables in terms of observable 
bids, wherein said unobservable variables are expressed in terms of observable bids by 
inverting said bid model, transforming said bids data to a sample of inverted bids, 
wherein said bids data are transformed by inverting said bid model, estimating an 
estimated latent structure of said market, wherein said sample of inverted bids receives 
application of statistical density estimation techniques to obtain said estimated structure 
[C14 L15 to C16 L66]. Ausubel does not explicitly disclose receiving said relevant 
bidding model and outputting said estimated structure. However, Rackson discloses 
these steps [Figures 12-14; C2 L45 to C3 L32; C24 L5-L55] to allow bidder to point out 
the best strategy to be applied. It would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to Incorporate the function of 
receiving said relevant bidding model and outputting said estimated structure, as 
disclosed by Rackson, into the combination of Ausubel, Luke and ADPA in order to 
optimize the bidding process. 

Re. Claim 5, Ausubel discloses receiving said estimated structure [C14 L15 to C16 
L66]. Ausubel does not explicitly disclose receiving said relevant bidding model, 
substituting said estimated structure for said unknown structure, and outputting a 
prediction of bidding behavior. However, Rackson discloses selecting a relevant bidding 
model and predicting a bidding behavior [see entire document particularly, Abstract; 
Figures 12-14; C2 L45 to C3 L32; C24 L5-L55] to select optimal bid to expect bidding 
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range and determine adjusted bid. It would have been obvious at the time the invention 
was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosure of 
Ausubel, Luke and ADPA and include selecting a relevant bidding model and predicting 
a bidding behavior, as disclosed by Rackson, to optimize the bidding process. 

Re. Claim 6, Ausubel discloses receiving a second user input, wherein said second user 
input comprises: an evaluation criterion and outputting said value [C1 L60 to C2 L20; 
C35 L55-L67; C37 L40 to C40 L60]; Neither Ausubel nor Luke explicitly discloses a 
candidate preference policy, a constraint, receiving said estimated structure, receiving 
said bidding behavior prediction for said candidate preference policy, wherein said 
bidding behavior prediction further comprises a prediction under said constraint, and 
obtaining a value of said evaluation criterion, wherein said value is based on said 
estimated structure, said bidding behavior prediction, said candidate preference policy, 
and said constraint, said value comprising said first predicted outcome. However, 
Rackson discloses these steps [Figures 12-14; C2 L45 to C3 L32; C12 L50-L63; C23 
L55 to C24 L55] to select optimal bid to expect bidding range and determine adjusted 
bid. It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having 
ordinary skill in the art to modify the disclosure of Ausubel, Luke and ADPA and include 
candidate preference policy, a constraint, receiving said estimated structure, receiving 
said bidding behavior prediction for said candidate preference policy, wherein said 
bidding behavior prediction further comprises a prediction under said constraint, and 
obtaining a value of said evaluation criterion, wherein said value is based on said 
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estimated structure, said bidding behavior prediction, said candidate preference policy, 
and said constraint, said value comprising said first predicted outcome, as disclosed by 
Rackson, to optimize the bidding process. 

Re. Claim 7, Ausubel discloses receiving a third user input [Figure 1]. Neither Ausubel 
nor Luke explicitly discloses wherein said third user input comprises a plurality of 
candidate preference policies; receiving a predicted outcome for each said candidate 
preference policy; calculating descriptive statistics for each said candidate preference 
policy, wherein said descriptive statistics comprise a mean and a variance; ranking each 
said candidate preference policy with respect to said calculated mean and generating 
corresponding rankings for said plurality and outputting said descriptive statistics and 
said rankings. Rackson discloses these steps [C21 L50-L63; Figures 12-14; C2 L45 to 
C3 L32; C21 L25 to C22 L48; C24 L5-L55] to coordinate a bidding strategy for an item 
or items across remote auction services in order to achieve an optimal result. It would 
have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the disclosure of Ausubel, Luke and ADPA and include above 
functions, as disclosed by Rackson, to coordinate a bidding strategy for optimal bid 
which is highest for the seller and lowest for the bidder. 

Re. Claim 10, claim 10 is rejected with same rational as claim 2. 
Re. Claim 1 1 , claim 1 1 is rejected with same rational as claim 3. 
Re. Claim 12, claim 12 is rejected with same rational as claim 4. 
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Re. Claim 13, claim 13 is rejected with same rational as claim 5. 
Re. Claim 14, claim 14 is rejected with same rational as claim 6. 
Re. Claim 15, claim 15 is rejected with same rational as claim 7. 
Re. Claim 18, claim 18 is rejected with same rational as claim 2. 
Re. Claim 19, claim 19 is rejected with same rational as claim 3. 
Re. Claim 20, claim 20 is rejected with same rational as claim 4. 
Re. Claim 21, claim 21 is rejected with same rational as claim 5. 
Re. Claim 22, claim 22 is rejected with same rational as claim 6. 
Re. Claim 23, claim 23 is rejected with same rational as claim 7. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Harish T. Dass whose telephone number is 571-272- 
6793. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:00 AM to 4:50 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Hyung S. Sough can be reached on 571-272-6799. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Harish T Dass 
Examiner 
Art Unit 3628 
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